Abstract
I. INTRODUCTION

A. Mare Clausum v. Mare Liberum
Ever since time immemorial, mankind has always been preoccupied with issues relating to the governance of the ocean. The debate on whether oceans could be claimed by a sovereign nation could be traced back to 1494 when the Treaty of Tordesillas was signed. The Treaty encompassed an agreement between the Kingdom of Spain and the Kingdom of Portugal to divide the sea containing discovered and to be discovered islands between the two nations.
1 The Treaty embodied the principle of Mare Clausum, argued that by the law of nature and law of nations the sea is subject to private dominion and property. 2 The Mare Clausum principle was contested predominantly through the work of Hugo Grotius, with a pamphlet titled Mare Liberum in which he sought to justify the overseas naval expansion of the Netherlands. Grotius argued that the sea, by its nature, was incapable of occupation, hence it could not be owned. 3 He reasoned that securing a permanent occupation was impossible, that ocean resources were inexhaustible, that maritime boundary delimitation was an extremely difficult task, and that the seas were too large that it would be unlikely for a conflict to emerge. It was obviously an argument that could not stand today as modern technology has made the abovementioned impossibilities now possible. 4 Grotius asserted that the sea is a "natural community" as the sea does not belong to anyone. The sea was res nullius. Therefore, according to Grotius, what does not belong to anyone is open to everyone. 5 With that, Grotius established the basic concept of freedom of navigation in international law of the sea. 6 Fast forward to the 20 th Century, the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS)_-also referred to as the Constitution for the Oceans, lays out comprehensive rules of rights and obligation of all States in the ocean -a compromise between Mare Clausum and Mare Liberum. It established the maximum breadth of territorial sea which coastal states have full sovereignty, a contiguous zone for law enforcement purposes, archipelagic waters as part of archipelagic states, an Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) and Continental Shelf regime for resources and other limited jurisdiction of the coastal states. It also established rights of other user states, which includes the innocent passage, transit passage and archipelagic sea-lane passages, and the freedom of the high seas 5 Ibid. 6 A renowned British lawyer, John Selden, published in 1635 his writing titled Mare Clausum as a response towards Grotious' Mare Liberum. The aim was to defend the rights of states to control the oceans, and to emphasize that "the lordship of the circumfluent and surrounding ocean belongs to the Crown of Great Britain, as an inseparable and perpetual appendage. " Fletcher, "John Selden", Area, the ocean floor beyond national jurisdiction.
B. Indonesia and the Law of the Sea
The Mare Clausum v. Mare Liberum debate is very much related to Indonesia's position in the formation of the ocean legal order. During the negotiation of UNCLOS, Indonesia was one of the key players-particularly with its archipelagic state principle. In 1957, Indonesia proclaimed the Djuanda Declaration which was a manifestation of how Indonesia perceived itself. Indonesia believed that its sea and its land was a whole unit that could not be separated from each other, hence Indonesians reference to their homeland as Tanah Air, meaning Land and Water.
Prior to the Declaration, Indonesia inherited from the Netherlands a belt of territorial waters of 3 nautical miles for each island of the Indonesian archipelago in accordance with the Territorial Waters Ordinance 1939. The 1939 Ordinance caused the existence of high seas or international waters in between Indonesian islands. This Declaration was subsequently formalized through the Government Regulation in lieu of Law No. 4 of the Year 1960 on Indonesian Waters. The new law established Indonesia's territorial waters at 12 nautical miles from the baselines drawn from the outermost points of the outermost islands of Indonesia. Indonesia brought the matter to the first and second law of the sea conferences. At first, this principle was not accepted by the international community. It was not included in the 1958 Geneva Conventions on the Law of the Sea. Nevertheless, through series of negotiations, the archipelagic state principle gained acceptance in the 1982 UNCLOS. Various criteria were established in Part IV of UNCLOS, and as a compromise the right of archipelagic sea-lane passage was established to accommodate the navigation interest of other states. The Djuanda Declaration with its archipelagic state concept was considered a breakthrough in the area of law, politics, economy, cultural, territorial integrity, and national unity.
8 Hence, the international recognition of the concept following the adoption of UNCLOS was considered as one of the most important diplomatic achievements in Indonesian history.
C. Current Development: Legal Lacunae for the BBNJ
One of the major achievements of UNCLOS was the establishment of the regime of the Area. In fact, it was the questions on utilization of resources beyond national jurisdiction that became the driving factor to convene the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea which led to the adoption of UNCLOS. In 1967 the Government of Malta proposed to the United Nations Secretary General a draft Declaration and Treaty Concerning the Reservation Exclusively for Peaceful Purpose of the Sea-bed and of the Ocean Floor, Underlying the Sea beyond the limits of Present National Jurisdiction, and the Use of their Resources in the Interest of Mankind. The request went along with a statement that the time has come to declare the ocean floor and the seabed as a common heritage of mankind.
9
The suggestion of Malta was followed by subsequent recommendations for declaring the high seas and the seabed beyond the limits of national jurisdiction as common heritage of mankind.
10 Ambassador Arvid Pardo of Malta also submitted a Memorandum to the General Assembly that an area designated as a common heritage of mankind should not be subjected to national appropriation, and should also be reserved for peaceful purposes.
11 As a response towards the call, the General Assembly adopted Resolution 2749 (XXV) in 1970 declaring solemnly that the seabed and ocean floor, and the subsoil thereof, beyond the limits of national jurisdiction, are the common heritage of mankind.
12 It further declared that appropriation of the area should not be allowed and no claim of sovereignty or sovereign rights should take place. 13 The regime of the seabed beyond national jurisdiction, or the Area, are then incorporated as Part XI of UNCLOS. Part XI however was later "amended" by the provisions of the 1994 Agreement relating to the Implementation of Part XI of UNCLOS (Implementing Agreement).
During the period when UNCLOS was negotiated, the world had little knowledge on the existence of living resources in the areas beyond national jurisdiction, particularly in the Area. It was assumed initially that the lack of sunlight in the ocean floor made photosynthesis impossible.
14 This lack of knowledge led the drafters of UNCLOS to focus on mineral resources and left out the living resources. Experts did not think about genetic resources from the seabed nor the water columns when they drafted UNCLOS. They also did not pay attention to the immense values of genetic resources even after the discovery of the hydrothermal vent in 1977. 15 Living resources of the water column of high seas was handled to answer fisheries concern only, particularly for highly migratory species and straddling stocks. With the development of modern technology, the potential benefit from these resources became more apparent, including for pharmaceutical purposes, and yet no comprehensive regulation is available.
Taking into account the discoveries made with respect to living resources in areas beyond national jurisdiction and their current inability to extract the benefit from the living resources at the seabed and ocean floor, developing countries push to recognize these resources as common heritage of mankind, hence falling within the scope of Part XI. On the other hand, developed countries as well as marine scientists 9 Bradley Larschan and Bonnie C. Brennan, "The Common Heritage of Mankind Principle in International Law, " Columbia Journal of Transnational Law 21 (1982 -1983 10 It deserves, however, to be noted that Malta was not the first to introduce the concept of common heritage of mankind. In 1830, Andres Bello, an international jurist from South America, expressed his belief that things should be considered as "indivisible common patrimony" if it could not be held by any nation without affecting others. and biotechnology-interested entities argue that these resources fall under the scope of Part VII UNCLOS.
16 Hence, the international community was divided on the proper regime to regulate biological resources within the context of UNCLOS. Consequently, the issue of living resources became a legal lacuna yet to be resolved.
D. Organization of this Paper
Following this introduction, the paper will proceed to explain further the BBNJ issues that are left out by the current international legal system. Chapter II will explain the relation between different international law instruments related to the issues of BBNJ. Besides the UNCLOS, this paper will also discuss the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) as well as the framework of the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) with regard to genetic resources. This paper will then elaborate on the current discussion under the UN framework, particularly the Ad-hoc Open-ended Informal Working Group to study issues relating to the conservation and sustainable use of marine biological diversity beyond areas of national jurisdiction (BBNJ Working Group). It will briefly explain the underlying debates as well as position of states with regard to the BBNJ issue.
In Chapter IV, the paper will highlight Indonesia's direct interest in the development of the BBNJ regulation. It will explain why Indonesia has both general interest as part of the international community as well as distinct interest with regard to the regulation of the BBNJ. Finally, this paper will present its conclusion and recommendation.
II. THE CURRENT LEGAL REGIME
A. Scope of Biodiversity Beyond National Jurisdiction (BBNJ)
In order to understand the term Biodiversity Beyond National Jurisdiction (BBNJ) one may have to refer to two international conventions. First is the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the second is UNCLOS.
The CBD defined biological diversity as follow: 24 The Area is defined by UNCLOS as "the seabed and ocean floor and subsoil thereof, beyond the limits of national jurisdiction".
25
From the definitions presented above, it can be drawn into conclusion that the generic scope of BBNJ concerns the governance -which includes its utilization and conservation -of living organisms that exist in areas that cannot be put under any country's sovereignty or sovereign rights.
B. UNCLOS Provisions
Part VII of UNCLOS governs issues relating to High Seas and the freedom of the seas. The provisions of High Seas in UNCLOS are similar to the High Seas Convention 1958. UNCLOS, however, added two high seas freedom compared to the High Seas Convention 1958. Those are freedom to construct artificial islands and other installations as well as the freedom to conduct scientific research.
26
The basic premise of the freedom of the high seas as reflected in Article 87 Para. 1 UNCLOS indicates that States have the widest freedom to engage in activities in this part of the ocean as long as they do not claim it to be under their sovereignty. 27 Yet, the activities in the high seas have to respect the interests of other States. Furthermore there remains an obligation for States to preserve and protect marine environment through the conservation of the living resources at the high seas.
28
The most relevant freedom of the high seas with regard to the issue of BBNJ is the freedom of fishing, freedom of marine scientific research, and the conservation and management of the living resources of the high seas. All states have the rights to fishing on the high seas while at the same time they are bound to their treaties obligations and provisions concerning the interests of Coastal States with respect to straddling stocks, highly migratory species, marine mammals, anadromous stocks, and catadromous species.
29 While exercising their rights to fish in the High Seas, States 31 However no definition of marine scientific research could be found in UNCLOS. The right to conduct marine scientific research at High Seas was repeated in a rather vague term in Article 257 of UNCLOS. 32 The Convention sets out guidelines that marine scientific research should be conducted exclusively for peaceful purpose using appropriate scientific methods which shall not interfere with other legitimate uses of the sea and in compliance with all adopted regulations relating to the protection and preservation of marine environment.
33
The protection of marine environment is lined out in Part XII. The provisions in Part XII did not specifically mention about High Seas, but govern in general all maritime zones. The obligation to prevent, reduce, and control pollution of the marine environment could be inferred from Article 194 Para. 2. The Article stipulated that activities under their jurisdiction or control should not cause damage to other States and their environment. The term 'under their jurisdiction' could also be interpreted as vessels flying a flag of a particular State in the High Seas of which exclusive jurisdiction is considered over the vessel. 34 States are responsible to fulfill their international obligations concerning the protection and preservation of the marine environment under international law.
35
Part XI of UNCLOS governs issues relating to the seabed beyond national jurisdiction, the Area. As a general rule, Article 136 of UNCLOS declared the Area and its resources as common heritage of mankind. Therefore, the rights in the resources of the Area are attributed to mankind. However it limits the definition of "resources" only to solid, liquid or gaseous mineral resources in situ in the Area at or beneath the sea-bed.
Part XI of UNCLOS also established the International Seabed Authority (ISA) to organize and control activities in the Area, especially in administering the resources of the Area. 36 The ISA was tasked in particular to deal with the profit sharing of the revenues arising out of the activities carried out in the Area. 37 The benefit sharing of the Area mechanism was framed under Part XI to take into consideration "the interests of developing States and peoples who have not attained full independence or other selfgoverning status".
38 ISA was further required by UNCLOS to "acquire technology and scientific knowledge relating to activities in the Area", and "to promote and encourage the transfer to developing States of such technology and scientific knowledge".
39
Member States of the ISA (all Parties to UNCLOS) are required to facilitate the access 30 Ibid., art. 119. 31 Ibid., art. 238 32 Ibid., art. 257. The article did not explicitly mention High Seas. It uses the wording "…the right, in conformity with this Convention, to conduct marine scientific research in the water column beyond the limits of the exclusive economic zone." 33 Ibid., art. 240. 34 Ibid., art. 92 para. 1. 35 Ibid., art. 235 para. 1. 36 Ibid., art. 157 para.1. 37 Ibid., art. 140 para. 2. 38 Ibid., art. 160 para. 2 (f)(i). 39 Ibid., art. 144 para. 1.
of the Enterprise and developing States to the relevant technology, and providing opportunities for the personnel of the Enterprise and developing states for training in marine science and technology. 40 The provisions of Part XI concerning the benefit sharing mechanism and the transfer of technology became the source of debate, which led to the rejection of developed States, notably the United States, to become a Party to UNCLOS. They threatened not to become a Party unless substantial changes are made. 41 This eventually led to the negotiation of the Implementing Agreement of Part XI which fundamentally replaced the applications of deep seabed mining provisions of Part XI UNCLOS.
42
Other provisions relating to the protection of marine environment and marine scientific research as part of the activities carried out in the Area are also regulated under UNCLOS. The Authority was asked to adopt rules that regulate the prevention, reduction, and control of pollution to the marine environment. 43 The regulations shall also address the protection and conservation of the natural resources of the Area.
44
C.
The Debate concerning the Lacunae from UNCLOS Provisions UNCLOS did not include BBNJ as part of the resources of the Area. Although it did say that the Area itself is a common heritage, there is no further regulation with regard to the living resources of the Area. In the same vein, Article 135 UNCLOS stipulates that the legal status of the waters above the Area shall not be affected by Part XI, hence its remains as High Seas. Consequently, on the underlying debate over the BBNJ concerns, which regime apply? Is it the common heritage of mankind or the freedom of the high seas?
Several industrialized States believe that freedom of the seas applies to access and use of biological resources, including marine genetic resources. They view a potential regulation of bioprospecting as a hindrance to scientific research which impedes the freedom of navigation. 45 They further argue that biological resources on the seabed and the ocean floor in the Area also fall under the regime of the freedom of the high seas.
46 This is because fishing and marine scientific research are not defined under UNCLOS, hence allowing a broad interpretation of the terms in a good-faith to include the collection of deep seabed organisms or microbes. 47 The shortcomings of the proponents of the freedom of the high seas regime is that it neglects the fact that the utilization of the living resources for fisheries purpose differs from marine genetic resources. As there is no definition of marine scientific research, it is particularly difficult to determine when the result of such research 40 Ibid., art. 144 para. 2. 41 A list of nine problems relating to Part XI was drawn by the developed States during the informal consultations process. These were costs to State Parties, the Enterprise, decision-making, the review conference, transfer of technology, production limitation, the compensation fund, financial terms of contracts and the environment. starts to become commercially viable which distinguishes a research as part of the freedom of the high seas and a research which potentially leads to the utilization of genetic resources.
The argument of the developed states was also criticized by La Fayette, who emphasized that the freedom of the seas require States to participate in the activities on the oceans on the basis of equality. This means that they are not free to do whatever they please and should refrain themselves from thinking that the first-come firstserve rule applies. 48 The view of the developing countries was that living and genetic resources of the seabed in the Area accord the status of common heritage of mankind.
49 Several developing states also view that the International Seabed Authority will also have to administer living and genetic resources in the Area, something that was not prescribed in UNCLOS. This view, however, would require an amendment of Part XI.
The arguments of the developing countries face opposition by rule of interpretation of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (VCLT). The Convention requires a treaty to be interpreted in good faith in accordance with the ordinary meaning of the treaty. 50 In light of the VCLT, the ordinary meaning of Part XI does not imply living resources as part of common heritage of mankind because Article 133 UNCLOS limits "resources" only to mineral resources. However, Article 136 UNCLOS stipulates that "the Area and its resources are the common heritage of mankind", separating the term "Area" and "the Area's resources". This would support the view that BBNJ is considered as part of the Area itself, and thus a common heritage of mankind.
It is also argued that UNCLOS should also be interpreted within their context in the light of its object and purpose. 51 It is argued that the object and purpose of the Convention could be interpreted from the Preamble of UNCLOS. The Preamble desires the equitable and efficient utilization of sea resources and will "contribute to the realization of a just and equitable international economic order which takes into account the interests and needs of mankind as a whole and, in particular, the special interests and needs of developing countries".
52 Furthermore, the Preamble cites the 1970 Declaration of Principles resolution by the General Assembly which extends the concept of common heritage of mankind into a broader meaning than mentioned under Article 133 and Article 136 UNCLOS.
53
Neither interpretation of UNCLOS is satisfying in answering which regime applies for the BBNJ.
D. Convention on Biological Diversity
The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) was concluded under the auspices of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP 
56
The CBD noted in its preamble that conservation of biological diversity is a common concern of humankind and that human activities have significantly reduced biological diversity. Therefore, the CBD aimed to conserve biological diversity, and regulate the sustainable use of its components and equitable sharing of the benefits deriving from the utilization of genetic resources. This might include the transfer of technologies as well as appropriate funding.
57
The principle of the CBD recognized the responsibility of States to ensure that activities within their control or jurisdiction do not cause environmental damage to other States or to the areas beyond national jurisdiction. 58 The CBD applies to areas within the limits of national jurisdiction in the case of components of biological diversity, while in the case of processes and activities the CBD applies in areas within as well as beyond national jurisdiction. 59 This provision indicates that the conservation of the components of biological diversity beyond national jurisdiction does not fall within the application of the CBD.
However, the provisions concerning genetic resources are limited within the scope of the sovereign rights of States over their natural resources within their own jurisdiction. Article 15 of the CBD limits its scope by stating "Recognizing the sovereign rights of States over their natural resources".
60 Therefore, it does not apply to areas beyond national jurisdiction because of the absence of sovereign rights over the resources.
To further implement Article 15 of the CBD, the 10 th Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the CBD adopted the Nagoya Protocol.
61 Its objective was to ensure fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising from the utilization of genetic resources.
62
The Protocol provided a legal framework for the effective implementation of one of the three objectives outlined by the CBD. The Nagoya Protocol was deemed important as it established more predictable conditions for access to genetic resources and ensuring the benefit sharing mechanism takes place when genetic resources leave the state which provides the genetic resources. become Parties to the Protocol.
64
The Nagoya Protocol is a supplementary document to the Convention on Biological Diversity, hence the application of the genetic resources is the same as in the Convention. The scope is limited to the resources located within the national jurisdiction of the Party. Therefore, although the Nagoya Protocol provides regulation on access to genetic resources, it does not provide answer for BBNJ.
E. Intellectual Property Rights of Marine Genetic Resources
Certain marine genetic resources newly found in the deep seabed have shown potential in the application towards pharmaceuticals, bioremediation, and cosmetics. 65 The developments and potentials of marine genetic resources in deep seabed raise the questions concerning intellectual property rights. The Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) requires patents for inventions to be new, involving an inventive step and capable of industrial application. 66 The owner of the patent right may prevent third parties from the acts of making, using, offering for sale, selling, or importing the patented products without the owner's consent.
67
If the patented object is a process, the owner may prevent third parties from using the process.
68 A State may, however, impose limited exceptions to the exclusive rights conferred upon a patent owner.
69
Under the patent law, a distinction is made between the term 'discovery' and 'invention'. A discovery means the finding of an object or organism that have already existed before. An invention requires another process involving human intervention to develop the organism. 70 The discourse developed into the question whether inventions deriving from naturally genetic material should be considered as new and inventive. There is a different opinion between developed countries and developing countries on this matter. Certain developed countries allow biological organisms in their natural form to be patented, while developing countries deem this as nonpatentable. The difference arises from the provision which subjects "invention" to internal law of Member States.
71 Furthermore, the definite commercial application of marine genetic resources were unknown which raises another question on the patentability since one of the requirement for patent to be granted is the specific use of the patented object. discussing intellectual property issues that arises in the context of access to genetic resources and benefit-sharing as well as the protection of traditional knowledge and traditional cultural expressions. 73 The IGC has endeavored to draft a legal instruments that deals with intellectual property and genetic resources. However, up to its 29 th session held in Geneva on 15-19 February 2016, the draft has not yet been adopted. According to the provisions of the latest draft, disclosure is required for a claimed invention deriving from genetic resources, 74 however, an exception to this clause will apply in the case of genetic resources from areas beyond national jurisdiction.
75
It can be concluded that the question of genetic resources within the context of intellectual property rights has yet to be resolved. Adding complexity to the problem, marine genetic resources beyond national jurisdiction possess two issues. First, the issue with its intellectual property, and second, concerning the ownership due to its origin which came from areas beyond national jurisdiction. It will become a challenge when formulating the BBNJ regime since it has to take into account the intellectual property consideration to prevent fragmentation or even inconsistency in the international regulation as a whole.
III. TOWARDS AN INTERNATIONAL TREATY ON BBNJ
A. The Early Development of the BBNJ Discussion
It is apparent that the regime applicable for BBNJ is yet to be regulated. The discussion leading to this questions has begun many years ago. Among the important milestone of this discussion began with the Second Conference of the Parties (COP) of the CBD held in Jakarta, Indonesia in November 1995. It adopted Decision II/10, which requested the Executive Secretary to undertake a study of the relationship between the CBD and UNCLOS regarding the conservation and sustainable use of genetic resources in the deep seabed. 76 The 2003 Study came out with three options for the management of activities relating to genetic resources in the areas beyond national jurisdiction. First was to maintain status quo, second was to apply the regime of Part XI UNCLOS, and third option was to apply the regime of conservation and sustainable use of genetic resources under CBD. 77 The study suggested that the three types of regime have the same objective. This objective was to fill the legal lacunae that exists both in UNCLOS and in CBD with respect to the conservation and sustainable use of genetic resources in areas beyond national jurisdiction.
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In the same vein, the need to address the legal lacunae was also discussed by the 83 In the third meeting, the Working Group asked the General Assembly to "call upon States…to make progress in the discussion…on the relevant legal regime on, and implementation gaps in conservation and sustainable use of marine genetic resources in areas beyond national jurisdiction in accordance with international law, in particular the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, taking into account the views of States on Parts VII and XI of the Convention".
84 Several States expressed their belief that the Working Group was the only international forum to discuss issues relating to marine biodiversity beyond national jurisdiction. 
B. The 2011 Package Deal
In 2011, the Working Group submitted a recommendation to the General Assembly to initiate a process ensuring to address issues on sustainable use of marine biodiversity beyond national jurisdiction in a legal framework that has already existed or in developing a multilateral agreement under UNCLOS. In its recommendation, the Working Group stated that the process should include:
1. discussion on marine genetic resources, including issues of sharing of benefits; 2. area based management tool, including marine protected areas and environmental impact assessment; 3. capacity building as well as transfer of marine technology.
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The three elements are also referred to as the 2011 Package Deal. This proposal was adopted by the General Assembly through the Resolution of the General Assembly on 24 December 2011.
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The opposing views of the States,with respect to the resources in areas beyond national jurisdiction, remain apparent in the Working Group. Several delegations argued that exploitation of genetic resources in the Area had serious economic and social impacts. Biological resources of the Area was considered to be a part of the Common Heritage of Mankind which was contested by other delegates claiming that it only regulates matter concerning the mineral resources of the Area. 88 Other proposal surfaced with the consideration that the concept of Common Heritage of Mankind was not only about profit sharing, but also about conservation and preservation. Therefore all aspects relating to the preservation and conservation of marine biodiversity should be addressed. 89 Until January 2015 there were nine meeting held by the Working Group. The Working Group then reported to the United Nations General Assembly regarding the outcome of the discussions as well as its recommendations. The Working Group recommended the development of an international legally binding instrument under the UNCLOS and that the negotiations shall address the topics identified in the 2011 Package Deal.
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C. The Preparation Committee
Based on the report of the Working Group, in 2015 the General Assembly adopted the Resolution 69/292 which decided to develop an instrument of international legal character on the conservation and sustainable use of marine biological diversity beyond national jurisdiction under UNCLOS. 91 The General Assembly further established a preparatory committee in order to make recommendations to the Assembly on the elements of a draft of an international treaty. 92 The Preparatory Committee was scheduled to convene from 28 March to 8 April 2016 and from 29 August to 12 September 2016. 93 The Committee was tasked to report to the General Assembly on its progress by the end of 2017.
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The substance that will be discussed in the Preparatory Committee are conservation and sustainable use of marine biological diversity in areas beyond national jurisdiction, marine genetic resources, sharing of benefits, area-based management tools, marine protected areas, environmental aspect assessment and transfer of marine technology, as well as capacity building.
95 Several States have already expressed their opinions that a third implementing agreement to the Convention would respond to the urgent need to depart from the status quo, which was no longer acceptable. Furthermore, an international agreement would reduce existing governance gaps through a comprehensive legal and institutional framework.
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IV. INDONESIA AND BBNJ
A. A Continuum of International Engagement
The Indonesian Constitution of 1945 mandated Indonesia to be actively involved in the preservation of world's peace. This was interpreted as a duty of Indonesia to play an active role in international sphere, including in the formation of international law. Indonesia realized the importance of international cooperation in reaching the goal of enhancing prosperity and maintaining peace and international order.
Historically, Indonesia has been actively involved in the law of the sea conferences which led to the creation of UNCLOS. During the Third Conference, Indonesia was also a supporter of the regime of the common heritage of mankind in the deep seabed area. 97 Indonesia has been actively involved in the International Seabed Authority, an institution established by UNCLOS with the function to organize and control activities in the Area.
98 Ambassador Hasjim Djalal of Indonesia was appointed as the first President of the International Seabed Authority Assembly. Since 1996, Indonesia has always been a member of the Council. Indonesia has made a partial submission in respect of the area of northwest of Sumatra in 2008. 101 The submission was adopted at the 27 th session of the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf on 28 March 2011. 102 Furthermore, as an archipelagic state, Indonesia submitted in 1996 to the IMO their designated archipelagic sea lane passage consisting of three north-south corridors. 103 Indonesia has further deposited its list of the geographical coordinates of archipelagic baselines. 104 The experiences Indonesia had with international organizations relating to the law of the sea strongly suggest Indonesia's eagerness to establish and uphold the rule of law in the oceans. Indonesia's contribution has been recognized, among others, through the election of Ambassador Arief Havas Oegroseno as the President of the Meeting of State Parties to UNCLOS 2010-2011.
B. Indonesia's Geographical Location Facing the Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction
Indonesia is an archipelagic state surrounded by vast areas beyond national jurisdiction, namely the Indian Ocean in the West, the Pacific Ocean in Northeast, and also borders the South China Sea in the North. The oceans surrounding Indonesia are known for its rich natural resources. In the Indian Ocean alone, various research have discovered the existence of numerous deep-sea habitats, meiofauna, macrofauna, megafauna, and seamounts. 106 Various expeditions uncovering the biodiversity in the Pacific Ocean as well as in the South China Sea also show the richness of the oceans, notwithstanding those which have not been discovered yet.
107
These oceans are part of a unified marine ecosystem which does not follow the maritime zone as determined by international law. Hence, it raises issues concerning highly migratory species, anadromous stocks, catadromous stock, which are properly addressed by UNCLOS. Similarly, the issue of BBNJ for Indonesia will raise the same concern. The ocean community that are found in the edge of Indonesia's jurisdiction will most likely continue to exist in the area beyond national jurisdiction. The management regime for this type of biodiversity will require a special arrangement as there is a possibility that certain organisms will live partially within and beyond Indonesia's jurisdiction.
The negotiation concerning highly migratory species and alike in the law of the sea conference was discussed in the context of fisheries, which also commonly referred to as the issue of straddling fish stock. In this regard, UNCLOS required states to cooperate, either directly or indirectly, in measures for conservation and development of the fishing resources.
108 However, as discussed earlier in this paper, drawing such analogy from fisheries to the issue of BNNJ is subject to debate between countries, in particular with regard to the utilization of marine genetic resources.
C. Overlapping Jurisdiction on Indonesia's Extended Continental Shelf and the Superjacent Waters
Indonesia has made claims of a Continental Shelf beyond 200 nautical miles. Pursuant to UNCLOS, a country that claims more than 200 nautical miles of Continental Shelf must submit the claim to the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf. The Commission will then proceed with a recommendation to establish the outer limit of the Shelf. The outer limits delineation based on the recommendation is then regarded final and binding.
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In this regard, Indonesia already received a recommendation from the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf (CLCS) with regard to the Continental Shelf beyond 200 nautical miles in the northwest of Sumatra Island. 110 Meanwhile, Indonesia has also indicated that it will make submission with regard to its outer limit of Continental Shelf beyond 200 nautical miles in the areas South of Nusa Tenggara and North of Papua.
Under this circumstance, there will be an overlap between Indonesia's designated Continental Shelf beyond 200 nautical miles and the superjacent waters which fall under the High Seas regime. In such scenario, UNCLOS has determined that the rights of the coastal state over the Continental Shelf do not affect the legal status of the superjacent waters, which in the case of Continental Shelf beyond 200 nautical miles is the High Seas.
111 There will likely be a debate arising on who has the rights to exploit the biodiversity that exist in the High Seas but above Indonesia's Continental Shelf beyond 200 nautical miles.
A distinction between the regime of Continental Shelf and its superjacent waters has also been addressed by UNCLOS with regards to sedentary species. UNCLOS defined sedentary species as organisms which at the harvestable stage are either immobile on or under the sea-bed or are unable to move except in constant physical contact with the seabed or the subsoil.
112 A Coastal State has sovereign rights over this sedentary species which falls under the regime of Continental Shelf pursuant to the provisions of Part VI UNCLOS.
113 It has been explicitly excluded from the regime of Exclusive Economic Zone. 114 This implies that sedentary species do not belong to any regime that governs the water column of the oceans. One might question, however, whether such provisions could be attributed to biological organisms that live in deep seabed. Additionally, genetic resources could be found at any stage of an organism lifespan. In this regard, in the situation where Indonesia has a Continental Shelf beyond 200 nautical miles, it will be difficult to draw the line whether marine genetic resources belong to the resources of the seabed or the High Seas.
D. Transfer of Technology and Access to Genetic Resources
As a Party to UNCLOS, CBD, and the Nagoya Protocol, Indonesia would expect the provisions concerning the transfer of technology and access to genetic resources. In spite of the positive growth in the past decade, Indonesia is still considered as a developing country. Indonesia is a member of the G77, along with other developing states. At this very moment Indonesia is yet to develop its capacity to take benefit directly from the resources of the areas beyond national jurisdiction. Indonesia currently does not possess the technology to undergo a marine scientific research that penetrates to the bottom of the ocean or acquiring biodiversity that exist there. Hence, Indonesia needs the transfer of technology and access to genetic resources.
On another note, Indonesia is eager to elevate itself in terms of economy, technology, and industry. Since 2008, Indonesia has become a member of the G-20, a group of 20 major economies in the world. As Indonesia continues to project its growth, it will soon be able to reach its potential of benefitting from various natural resources, particularly newly discovered resources in the oceans. Therefore it is expected that Indonesia would secure access to marine genetic resources as it develop its capacity so in the future in can also obtain the benefit from its resources.
V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION
The current legal regime within UNCLOS creates a lacunae with regards to Biodiversity in Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction (BBNJ). The debate between developing and developed states evolves around the proper regime that governs BBNJ with regards to its utilization, as well as its conservation. Developing countries argued that BBNJ shall be part of common heritage of mankind, hence falling under the regime of Part XI. On the other hand, developed states are of the opinion that BBNJ falls under the regime of Part VII which treats them as part of the freedom of the High Seas. None of the arguments provide acceptable solution.
Other existing international law instruments namely the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) with its Nagoya Protocol do touch upon the issue of genetic resources, however they are concerned mainly with the resources within national jurisdiction. It also touches the issue of protection of intellectual property rights on whether a biological resources in its natural form could be granted patent rights.
An interesting observation of the ongoing debate between the regime of Part VII and Part XI reminded us on the traditional debate of Mare Clausum v. Mare Liberum in the 16 th Century. Back then, the discourse was whether States could claim the oceans as part of a nation's sovereignty. While now, the international community is debating the issue of BBNJ. The abovementioned traditional debate was practically settled with UNCLOS as a compromise for all States' interest. It is yet to be seen if another compromise with regard to the BBNJ can be achieved through a new international regulation.
The road to the new international regulation has been started. The United Nations has established a Working Group in 2006 to discuss the matter. In 2015 it was decided by the General Assembly to develop a legal instrument to address the conservation and protection of biological diversity beyond national jurisdiction. The Preparatory Committee will convene in March 2016 in the attempt to formulate a recommendation to the General Assembly to draft an international legal instrument. This is a very important step taken by the United Nations as a new international treaty will provide a legal certainty on the regime of the BBNJ. Thus upholding the rule of law in the world oceans.
Indonesia, as the largest Archipelagic State in the world, and a strong supporter of UNCLOS and the rule of law, should be actively engaged in the drafting process of this new treaty. In the BBNJ issue, Indonesia has a particular interest due to its geographical position as well as its future economy and technology projection. More importantly, Indonesia's engagement will serve as a fulfillment of its constitutional obligation to actively participate in the maintenance of world's peace and preserving international order. The development of BBNJ is very important for Indonesia as it will allow Indonesia to have a fair share with other nations in the world of the rich resources contained in the ocean.
Considering the multi-dimensional nature of the BBNJ issue, a comprehensive approach should be taken accordingly. Although it will be commenced under UNCLOS, it should also take into account other international instruments such as the CBD in order to enable a comprehensive mechanism settings. Similarly, in formulating national stance, all states including Indonesia should involve all stakeholders, ranging from the general public, law of the sea experts, intellectual property rights experts, and others. The involvement of all stakeholders will allow states to have a comprehensive view of its national interest.
It is very essential that the biodiversity beyond national jurisdiction could be enjoyed and benefit not only a handful of nations, but the entire global community. The positive progress of the discussion concerning BBNJ should be commended as it has moved from the debate on the existing legal regime to a consideration of establishing a new international treaty. Since the era of Grotius, States have always sought to regulate state's behavior in the oceans. This development on the issue of BBNJ attested the thesis that even four centuries after Grotius, mankind had never ceased in their quest to seeking the governance of the oceans in order to create stability and establish prosperity for all mankind. 
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